The concept of personality consistency has been the issue of an ongoing controversy in personality research for many years (e.g., Block, 1968; Mischel, 1968) . Besides lacking conceptual clarity, the debate has been hampered by a dearth of adequate empirical data interpretable in well-structured psychological models. This report is the first in a series in which an attempt is made to contribute to the empirical basis for a more fruitful discussion of the consistency issue, with emphasis on stability across time. Data were collected in a longitudinal project, which is the obvious strategy when studying stability over time (Bloom, 1964; Block, 1969; Magnusson, Dun6r, & Zetterblom, 1975 
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Earlier Studies
Historically, the best empirical evidence for the stability of psychological mediating variables emanates from the research on abilities, especially intelligence (Anastasi, 1968; Bloom, 1964; Hunt, 1961; Mischel, 1968) . Bloom (1964) (Cropley & Clapson, 1971) (Westrin, 1969) (Ekvall & Holmqvist, 1971) . Reported split-half reliabilities range from .87 to .95 (Ekvall & Holmqvist, 1971) . T6r-ner (1969) Magnusson, 1976) . The corrected coefficients are shown within parentheses in Table   3 .
RESULTS
The total multivariable-multioccasion matrix is reported in ogical and the spatial factor on the first occasion of the interval were higher than the stability coefficient for the logical factor (see heterovariable-monooccasion blocks in Table 2 ). 
Stability in Creativity Data
Creativity was measured by two tests at the age of 13 and by three other tests at the age of account therefore deals with the stability of creativity as a single main factor.
From Table 2 it should be especially noted that the intercorrelations between creativity and intelligence were low for each of the two ages and considerably lower than the intercorrelations between different types of creativity data. Tables 2 and 3 present the correlations between creativity data from the ages of 13 and 16. Requirement 1. The stability coefficients for creativity presented in Table 3 Magnusson, 1976) , who argue that such variables as intelligence and creativity (which cover the structural characteristics of an individual's mediating system by which he/she selects, treats, and transforms information) should be highly stable.
The stability coefficients for intelligence were considerably higher than those for creativity. One reason for this result has already been discussed, namely that creativity was measured with instruments of clearly different character at the two ages. For example, at one age the instruction required the students to interpret geometric figures, while at the other, the students were required to suggest a headline for an article. Obviously, such differences in the type and content of methods for data collection will lead to different contents of the aspects of creativity that are actually measured. That instruments varying so much in character were used reflects the circumstances that (1) theoretical and empirical analyses are less developed in the field of creativity than in the field of intelligence and (2) there is a lack of good methods for measuring different aspects of creativity.
